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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim(s) 59 and 61-74 is/are pending. 

Election/Restrictions 

Claims 1-58 are withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 
1.142(b) as being drawn to a nonelected invention, there being no allowable generic or 
linking claim. Election was made without traverse in the reply filed on 15 December 
2005. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 71 is objected to because of the following informalities: iron is listed twice 
in the Markush group. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 64-65 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. 

Regarding claim 64, the specification does not provide support for the chelating 
agent being thiocarboxylic salts. 
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Regarding claim 65, the specification does not provide support for the 
thioruronium salts having the specified formula. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 59, 63-71 and 74 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pacetti et al. (US 6,355058) in view of Stinson (US 20050089438 A1) 
and Kuzushima (JP408302500A). 

Regarding claim 59, Pacetti teaches (col. 4 lines 9-27, col. 6 lines 48-67) a 
method of electropolishing a stent formed from platinum alloy, the method comprising 
the steps of: providing a tubular member; laser cutting a stent pattern in said tubular 
member to form a stent; and electropolishing said stent in an acidic mixture. Pacetti 
does not specify the composition of the platinum alloy, does not specify electropolishing 
in an aqueous acidic mixture comprising at least on chelating or complexing agent 
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having at least on sulfur atom and does not specify applying a multiple pulse waveform 
to the acidic mixture. 

With respect to the composition of the platinum alloy in claim 59, Stinson teaches 
(0001-0005) a platinum alloy comprising at least one noble metal and at least one non- 
noble metal and teaches that the alloy is suitable for use in medical instruments, such 
as stints, because the alloy has high hardness, strength, corrosion resistance and 
biocompatibility. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine the stent forming method of Pacetti with the platinum alloy composition of 
Stinson because Stinson teaches that the alloy is suitable for use in medical 
instruments because the alloy has high hardness, strength, corrosion resistance and 
biocompatibility as taught by Stinson. 

With respect to the steps of electropolishing in an aqueous acidic mixture 
comprising at least one chelating or complexing agent having at least on sulfur atom 
and applying a reverse multiple pulse waveform to the acidic mixture in claim 59, 
Kuzushima teaches (abstract) a method of electropolishing platinum alloys using an 
aqueous electropolishing solution comprising thiourea and employing a pulse reverse 
waveform and teaches that the method achieves excellent glossiness without the use of 
poisonous cyanide. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine the stint forming method of Pacettit with the electropolishing method of 
Kuzushima in order to achieve excellent glossiness without the used of poisonous 
cyanide as taught by Kuzushima. 
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Regarding claim 63, Kuzushima teaches the use of reverse multiple pulse 
waveform. 

Regarding claim 64, Kuzushima teaches use of thiourea. 

Regarding claims 65-66, Kuzushima teaches the use of N-methylthiourea. 

Regarding claims 67-71 and 74, Stinson teaches (0005) that the stent is formed 
from an alloy comprising platinum and chromium. 

Claims 59, 63-64 and 67-74 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Leong (US 2002/0 198589A1) in view of Faust (US 2,334,698) and 
Bereza etal. (SU 144636 A1). 

Regarding claim 59, Leong teaches (001 1, 0034, 0046, 0061) a method of 
electropolishing a stent formed from an alloy comprising platinum-modified stainless 
steel, the method comprising the steps of: providing a tubular member; laser cutting a 
stent pattern in said tubular member to form a stent; and electropolishing said stent in 
an aqueous acidic mixture. Leong does not specify that the mixture would contain at 
least one chelating or complexing agent having at least one sulfur atom and does not 
specify subjecting the mixture to a multiple pulse waveform. 

With respect to the limitation that the mixture would contain at least one chelating 
or complexing agent having at least one sulfur atom in claim 59, Faust teaches (col. 1 
lines 1-5, col. 3 lines 17-32) in a method of polishing stainless steel using thiourea as a 
complexing agent in order to produce lustrous surfaces after electropolishing. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of Leong by 
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adding thiourea as a complexing agent in order to produce a lustrous surface after 
electropolishing as taught by Faust. 

With respect to the limitation of subjecting the mixture to a multiple pulse 
waveform in claim 59, Bereza teaches (pages 1-2 of the English translation) that during 
the course of anodic current passivation occurs concurrently with the dissolution of the 
metal. Bereza teaches depassivating the surface by applying cathodic pulses in 
between anodic pulses, which results in a reduction of the roughness of the surface. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of 
Leong by applying cathodic pulses in between anodic pulses during the electropolishing 
of the stent in order to avoid passivation of the surface and reduce the roughness of the 
surface during electropolishing as taught by Bereza. 

Regarding claim 63, the cathodic and anodic pulses of Bereza would be a 
periodic reverse multiple pulse waveform. 

Regarding claim 64, Faust teaches (col. 3 lines 17-32) providing thiourea as the 
complexing agent. 

Regarding claims 67-74, Leong teaches that the stent would be formed of 
platinum enriched stainless steel alloy. 

Claim 61 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pacetti 
et al. in view of Stinson and Kuzushima or over Leong in view of Faust and Bereza as 
applied to claim 59 above, and further in view of Kelly (US 4,148,670). 

Regarding claim 61, the combination of references do not specify the step of 
soaking the stent in an acidic mixture of fluoroboric and nitric acids. However, Kelly 
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teaches (col. 1 1 lines 60-70) soaking a metal surface in an acidic mixture of fluoroboric 
acid and nitric acid in order to coat the surface. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the aforementioned combination of references by 
subsequently soaking the stent in an acidic mixture of fluoroboric acid and nitric acid in 
order to coat the surface of the stent as taught by Kelly. 

Claim 62 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Leong in 
view of Faust and Bereza as applied to claim 59 above, and further in view of Bogorad 
etal. (SU 802412 B). 

Regarding claim 62, the combination of references do not specify the step of 
etching the stent in an electrolytic acid bath comprising at least one chelating or 
complexing agent having at least one sulfur ion before said electropolishing step. 
However, Bogorad teaches (abstract) cleaning steels electrochemically using thiourea 
in order to remove all scale and rust. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to modify the method of the aforementioned combination of references by 
cleaning the steel stent electrochemically using thiourea in order to remove all scale and 
rust as taught by Bogorad. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 59 and 61-74 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael P. Alexander whose telephone number is 571- 
272-8558. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Roy V. King can be reached on 571-272-1244. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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